236	EDUCATIONAL  PSYCHOLOGY
Any mental test, then, measures g and one s, some measur-
ing g predominantly, others an s predominantly. Tests of
retentivity, for example, are found to be surprisingly inde-
pendent of g. It follows that from a person's ability in one
direction some inference as to his ability in another can be
made, the amount depending on how much g is involved in
both, g is obtained very roughly in current testing by the
method of pooling, for the tests are selected by reason of their
high correlation with one another.
The question arises, Is the tetrad equation, which is the
basis of the doctrine, always satisfied? The answer is "No."
Errors of sampling are bound to occur, giving the coefficients
of correlation false values, but means have been found for
estimating the effect of this on the tetrad difference. Some-
times, even when due allowance has been made for sampling
errors, the tetrad difference does not assume zero value; this
is because all the specific factors are not independent, but
occasionally overlap one another. Abilities in Latin grammar
and Latin translation, for example, have a certain amount in ^
common. The tetrad equation, indeed, furnishes a means
of testing whether abilities are independent. Gases of over-
lap do occur, and have led Spearman to the discovery of group
factors, those which come into more than one, but less than all
of a given set of abilities, indicating kinship among the abilities
in question.
Spearman calls his doctrine of the two factors ** eclectic,*'
because it includes the amount of truth in each of the three
already described. The monarchic view is justified if we
regard g as a constitutional monarch, a big factor in the
state, but not the sole one. The anarchic view holds with the
specific factors, for they are like free, independent, individual
citizens. The oligarchic view is true to the extent that * facul-
ties,' distinct from the universal factor, and fairly distinct from
the specific factors, are revealed in the broad * group * factors.
What is g? The certainty that it exists does not tell us its
nature. Modern physicists tell us that they can say nothing
about the nature of the reality that lies behind their mathe-
matical symbols. Similarly, g is a mathematical quantity

